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FEHBP DISPARITY INDEX CHART SERIES 04/23/2001

Summary of FY 2001 IHCIF Distribution by Area
Allocation, Allocation per User, and % of FEHBP 
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The Area summary is not the best way to view allocation results because the formula is for OUs, not Areas.  Although the Area summary is really a collection of OU results, this chart is included because of historical interest in Area comparisons.  This chart is unusual in that bar height and size each plot meaningful values.  A tall bar gives a visual sense that the formula targets low funded OUs (see line for % FEHBP which is inversely related to height of the bars).  Cuncurrently, bar size (area) is proportional to total IHCIF allocations in the Area.  The bulk (square area) of each bar gives a visual sense of the number  and population size of OUs in each Area.  For instance, Bemidji area has the lowest average percentage funding (tallest bar) for the FEHBP benchmark.  However, total allocations to Bemdij are less than for Oklahoma because there are many more users in Oklahoma  with only slightly better funding.


